Attachment to Independent Case Review Report 
For CDRU '# 8 67B Case file # 95-HQ-2-90524 . 


Material Examiner Malone' IRQ) 


Remarks : 

After research it has .been determined that the 
Laboratory numbers 901018049 and 90101805-0, .ha ve 
been discontinued and the incoming communication 
for Laboratory number 920423045 is missing from _t he 
case file at the time of review by the- Independ ent. 
Scientist . 





CRM - 6692 


INDEPENDENT CASE REVIEW REPORT 

Independent Review conducted by: Steve Robertson 


Area(s) of Expertise: Hair and Fiber 


Review commenced at: 10:30 AM (Time), 09/ 16 / 99 (Date) 


File #: 95-290524 


20423045 


Examinees) & Symbols 



Reviewed 

Not Reviewed 

Reviewed Not Reviewed 

RQ 

X 

□ 

□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


Laboratory #(s): 91027050 

. 91027053 
91108074 


Materials Reviewed 

Trial testimony transcript(s) of: Michael Malone 

Testimony Date(s): Feb 23/24, 1994 Pages: 3111-3175 

Laboratory Report(s): 

Laboratory Number: • 91027050 Date: Dec 1, 1989 

Laboratory Number: 9 1027053, 91 108074 Date: Dec 8, 1989 

Laboratory Number: 20423045 Date: Sep 9, 1992 

Examiner Bench Notes of: RQ 

Laboratoiy Number: 9 1 027050 

91027053,91108074 
20423045 

Page j 
Initials: 



Was any other material reviewed? X Yes 


No 


If yes, please identify and/or describe the material: Submitting agency letter dated Oct 9, 1990, page 2. 

Also refer to review of 95-290529. 


Results of Review 


File #: 95-290524 Item or Specimen 4 Reviewed: From victim Stanford in 9 1 027050: 


Q1-Q2, Q4-Q7. From victim Sweets in 91027053, 91108074, 20423045:.Q1-Q8, Q16-Q21, K1-K7, K8-K16 

j Review of Laboratory Report(s) and Bench Notes: 

\ — * ' 

Note: Numbered comments are required below or on 
additional pages for any "No” or "Unable to Determine" Responses 


Did the examiner perform the appropriate tests in a scientifically acceptable manner, based on the 
methods, protocols, and analytic techniques available at the time ofdhe original examination(s)? 
_ _ 6 Yes □ No ftTJhable to Determine 

Are the examination results set forth in the laboratory repprt(s) supported and adequately documented in 
the bench notes? □ Yes sfNo □ Unable to Determine 


Review of Testimony: 


Note: Numbered comments are required below or on 
additional pages for any "No" or "Unable to Determine" Responses 


□ Transcript not available. 

3) Testimony consistent with the laboratory reports)? 

4) Testimony consistent with the bench notes? 

5) Testimony within bounds of examiner's expertise? 


f^Yes 

□ No □ 

fc^Yes 

□ No -□ 

a Yes 

fc'No d 


Unable to Determine 
Unable to Determine 
Unable to Determine 
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Comments 

(Set forth by above question #, if applicable. 
Use "Additional Comments' 1 Sheets if needed) 


File#: 95-290524 


#1. There is documented data that marginally supports the testing performed. The examiner could have 


performed infrared analysis, a more specific analysis than microscopy, to specifically identify the polymer type 


of the nylon fibers. The match criteria for the microspectrophotometer spectra is unknown. 


#2. The results are not adequately documented in the notes. None of the notes are dated, most are written in 


pencil and abbreviations are used that are difficult to interpret. The Textile Fiber Comparison worksheet does 


not specify which K fiber is being examined. The spectra from the microspectrophotometer are not marked with 


the instrumental parameters used. Many of the notes contain no data, only a conclusion. 


#5. The examiner testified that the fibers can "only be from carpet - it can be nothing else". This is a strong 


statement and likely incorrect Else, why would he have used the term "carpetlike" to describe the fibers in his 


report dated Dec. 8, 1989 (lab 91027053,91 108074)? 


Review completed at: 


1:15 PM . (Time), 


09 /16/99 


(Date) 


Total time spent conducting review (to nearest 1/4 
hour): 




I hereby certify that I conducted this review in an independent, unbiased manner and that the results of my review 
are fully documented on this report consisting of a total of y pages. 


9 V6 -ff 



(Signature) 


(Date) 
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Additional Comments 
(Set forth by question #, if applicable) 


File#: 95-290524 


He also testified "if it has lobes like this, you know it has to be a nylon". Trilobal fibers can be made with other 


polymers besides nylon, so this statement is misleading. 


Testimony that "we have a machine that can get it down to one specific dye from all others", "it can tell 


one particular dye from all others" and "they had exactly the same dyes" is incorrect and misleading. The 


microspectrophotometer is used to measure color. Articles published in the Journal of Forensic Sciences in 


1988 and 1990 specifically point out that spectra cannot be used to identify dyes - they only allow determination 
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Attachment to Independent Case Review Report 
For CDRU # . 869 Case file # 95-290529 . _ 


Material Examiner Malone 


Remarks : 

After research it has been determined that the 

dictation notes of Examiner Malone (RO) are 

mis sincr /incomplete from the case file for submission 
901018048 which may be due to this submission being; 
discontinued at the time of review by the Independent 
Scientist 


CRM - 6694 


INDEPENDENT CASE REVIEW REPORT 

lucted by: 


Independent Review conducted by: 

Area(s) of Expertise: Arr^O 

Review commenced at: $ : /SAW (Time) , ( 0*1 / (3 t 99 (Date) 


File#: 


Laboratory #(s): 


s): 9ioa ?0s~* sm 


Examiner(s) & Symbols 


Reviewed Not Reviewed 


Reviewed Not Reviewed 




a 


Materials Reviewed 


Trial testimony transcript(s) of: 

Testimony Date(s): 2* 2>/z 19*?^ Pages: 3i'£b~3j7 & 


Laboratory Report(s); 

Laboratory Number: j0£ 70^^. 

Laboratoiy Number: 

Laboratory Number: 

Examiner Bench Notes of: *?€&£- 

Laboratory Number: 

Laboratoiy Number: 

Laboratory Number: 


Date: 1 2~- D / 8 ' 


Date: 


Date: 
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Was any other material reviewed? £* Yes □ No 

If yes, please identify and/or describe the material: op- /A/t/crS* idST/ q/LP fc&oyyix... //&/r}/C/&z- 

'T/ISK j terr&i &iYTer> 9-Z6?- c )0 r p#**. Z crp g^&zrcAsi- 

£u bmiss/^A) £e_Qvg^ t>at c ?> fO -09-90 - - 


Results of Review 

File#: ■ Qsr-jqozr^ Item or Specimen # Reviewed: Q\- Gis 


Review of Laboratory Report(s) and Bench Notes: 

Note: Numbered comments are required below or on 
additional pages for any “No” or “Unable to Determine” Responses 


1 ) Did the examiner perform the appropriate tests in a scientifically acceptable manner, based on the methods, 
protocols, and analytic techniques available at the time of the origm&l examination^)? 

□ Yes □ No EJTUnable to Determine 

2) Are the examination results. set forth, in the laboratory reportfs) supported and adequately documented in- the 

bench notes? * □ Yes 0No □ Unable to Determine 


Review of Testimony: 

Note: Numbered comments are required below or on • 
additional pages for any “No” or “Unable to Determine” Responses 


□ Transcript not available. 

3) Testimony consistent with the laboratory reports)? 

4) Testimony consistent with the bench notes? 

5) Testimony within bounds of examiner's expertise? 


o Yes 

□ No 

^Unable to Determine 

□ Yes 

o No 

©'Unable to Determine 

□ Yes 

□ No 

©Enable to Determine 
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t 




7 ttr is 


Comments - • 

(Set forth by above question #, if applicable^ 

Use “Additional Comments” Sheet, if-needed) 

\QtufneAJT<rt> D n-Tfr . fHe^Wfate , 




if —Tcr$rs u> er-if ds^ir m > 4 Sd e/J rir*^ AccFfTat-t-e /V/wy^-g., 

^2.. T'l-fer/Ce' is ajo data . 6/0 ey ft n/(>Te' 7AA-r O I ~$IS~ A&e aJO^J/T 

L1K£ Ki-'rZ'i* /wo " wdAJir Litet? % l.oajas'a * ■ 

a iff 

• df 3 * ; 

*3 j U. S~ t / rt-&- fiLAAJ sc/iifiT is ms.Si*iQx mosr of frh? pia.c r c.r 


J-T 


J (TA/L 


&Q 


-Sri Ptes tua-t Cf^fer p/&t>AS Ca j \)\ct>*\ 


Sod ears is ones' s us peer Jprdes 1 c fir t per, /ff f' £>f /ass' £/t^r 

fh feOuTuJ £0/JT4 /aJS O/Jty /Q/OcclT t/i CTt^ QiUu/eR- , ^ 

A/efv' 0/0 0A&*- 2 o/= .4 0/}Tc~z> ?9o 


- . f 

TO F&J2 ’’ /FftOe^c-c iZiTt'o to co/>T^/Oi/ra/Q. */ tf/*} t Qi/JeXfr^i'-'eo, 


16 . cuvet- urrrc*~ UtOffQiAo) 1 , T'tttrricr , /s fiLS* frd Pt-rzfl cH^e/^r 


Review completed at: f'Q ; /S fifi} (Time) , / /3 / *7 (Date) 

• , / 

Total time spent conducting review (to nearest 1/4 hour): & 

I hereby certify that I conducted this review in an independent t/ unbiased manner and that the results of my review are 
fully 'documented on this report consisting of a total of ' pages. 


(Signature) 


(Date) 
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Additional Comments 

(Set forth by question #,* if applicable) 

e#: 

'D X^AJT)£r’C70D£*rr f ASS’ P.£Oicr^ £aft/LT CMu u #6? 




FT&c. ir h*s 


fiiTEn) 0£7cTejn/*Jcb ■frt'T’r -n** D KT*T/<-- J /vcTez. af- C{LQ 


, 4 / 2 . AMSStn><,/irJCJr*~'PUTTc ~Huu CfiS<r filter S UA> ■' 


iT TO Tt-t(S 5u6^H isSibrJ £crf aJ 6 01 S Ctf/J 77 iOU6T> 


At t L±iF T/wiir £>f ^irjA^W Ti-fcr oef^Wt^L^r Sg . 
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Additional attachment for CDRU # 869, case file # 95-290529. 


The lab work for GDRU '# 8 68, case file #95-290526 of Examiner 
Malone . (RQ) was requested and reviewed by the independent 
scientist. The independent scientist required this additional 
lab work to review to complete hi's review, of CDRU #869, case file 
#95-290529. 
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